Nay 19, 1989 LB 187A, 525

bills, well, this one is reduced that if both bills were ;5 p
enacted and signed into | aw by the Governor, together it wou?d
be ioughly $12 nillion of General Fund nbney. Then in addition
to that you would have the federal funds. Theconceptin LB 525

all by itself, and, adnmittedly, it's different people served,
that certainly is no argument, but the effect in that was
putting 12 million into the health car'e system generally,

different distribution, different people served, but half of

which was federal funds and half of which approximately were
state funds. So apparently those who were outside of, from what

| understood agreed to, was to try and take some of poth, most

of both | guess is nmore accurate,and then insert a lid which
I"mnot sure if that is an entitlement program o not  or at
| east | don' t know who pays if the state doesn't fund it. But
nmy real problemthat I'd like to raise before | raise that
i ssue, and |'m doing this on the assunption that it's been
checked out, but we're dealing again with an A bill with
substantive | egislation. And there have been a number of
Suprene Court...at least some Supreme Court cases in these
areas. Wiat the court has always held, to ny know edge at

least, is that the substantive legislation in anappropriat ion
to carryout the chief legislation could properly be considered

one subject matter and in one bill. \what cannot be done is two
subjects, though. It nay be a fine line, but a portion of the
appropriation for the administration of this would be in the

bill and, in fact, the substantive |legislation that authorizes
that administration wll still be in 187. nd you could. . .you
know, there is a perfect excuse not to sign tﬁis bill, if t he

Attorney General would rule that way, or there is the perfect

excuse for someone, | suppose, to file a lawsuit, if they cpose
to, ob"iously, the benefactors wouldn' t. Byt it's a substantive
enough issue that | guess, phile | disagree with the bill,
Senator Lynch, as we all well know, gnd | haven't asked this
question because | hadn't |ooked at this and, asyou know, |
just walked in now, that long before. earlier today. But |'m

wondering if someone has reallynade reasonably certain that
they do not have a constitutional problem with two subject
matters. | just sinple do not know. | have an alternative

amendnent that | had in mnd. | guess ny questionis, if LB 187
itself was anended, obviously, there was no problem ;nh4 that

could still be done tonight. If 187A is to beused, | have
another alternative which | will tell youwhatit is, i takes
the nedical out.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
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